.
The most commonly observed standardized reading comprehension item format consists of a passage and a number of associated multiple choice questions. Reading and understanding the passage is assumed to be a necessary pre -condition to correctly answering the questions. After examining the literature, however, one is forced to Oestion the assumption of question dependence on the stimulus passage. Preston (1964) found that college students were able to answer reading comprehension items with the passaaes blacked out at a rate significantly above chancel Tuinman (1973 Tuinman ( -1974 administered five major tests to 9,451 elementary-level students under several conditions. Students in the no passage condition (relevant passage had been blacked out) on the average achieved only 30% fewer correct answers than subjects in the passage-in condition. Similar results were obtained by Pyrczak (1972 Pyrczak ( , 1974 Pyrczak ( , 1975 Pyrczak ( , 1976 and Bickley, Weaver, and Ford (1968) . A follow-up study of passage independence by Lifson, Scruggs, and Bennion (1984) answers based upon their own prior knowledge, rather than content of the reading passage. When students reported using such prior infOrmation, they answered correctly in over 60% of the cases.
Reading comprehension items wnich are independent of the associated passage can be answered on the basis of the following:
(a) general knowledge, (b) interrelatedness of the questions on a particular passage, and (c) faulty item construction, i.e., keyed option is twice as long or more precisely stated (Pyrczak, 1975) .
In the first two cases, the presence of enough information in the question stem to identify the topic is an important factor (e.g., "Which of the following statements in NOT true of penguins?"). were meant to resemble those of a normal testing situation--i.e., students were required to read the questions without assistance.
This did not permit us to determine the extent to which any observed differences between the regular and LD students were,due to reasoning or variations in general knowledge between the two groups or simply reflected a difference in reading ability. To address this issue, a second experiment was performed to see if similar differences could be found when word reading was controlled for. (SD=.8), while the average CTBS total reading score for the LD students was 2.1 (SD=.5).
Fourteen multiple choice reading comprehension questions without the accompanying passages were selected for this task.
Items were drawn from the Stanford Achievement Test, Level P-3, Form E (1982) . Items had been chosen to represent questions thought by the author to be answerable in terms of:
(a) the general knowledge of the test taker, and (b) the degree to which the interrelatedness of the items served as a cue to the answers.
These items were taken from the Lifson et al. (1984) study, in which students' ability to answer these questions had been documented. The items were kept in clUsters which belonged together in terms of association with a particular passage.
7
Reading Comprehension Tests 7 Procedure Treatment was administered in regular instructional groupings.
Materials were passed out and all students were told that they were about to take a reading test for which they would not be shown the accompanying reading passages, but that they should try their best to answer all questions.
No time limit was imposed upon the task.
Results
The regular classroom group answered correctly approximately 55% of the questions, for ,mean score of 7.8 (SD=1.96). This score was significantly above a chance score of 3.5 (t(102) = 11.27, pe..001).
In contrast, the LD students answered correctly only 35% of the questions, for a mean score of 4.9, only slightly higher than chance (t(28) = 1.77, ns). The obtained score of the non-LD group was significantly higher than the LD group (t(65) = 4.91, p<.001).
Discussion
The present findings suggest that regular classroom students are able to recognize and make use of cues in testing situations .
in order to increase their scores, even when reading passages are deleted, and "reading comprehension" supposedly cannot be measured. Apparently, LD students are not able to benefit equally from these rues. One possible explanation for this discrepancy between LD and regular classroom students is that LD students are simply less able to read (decode) the questions, and for that reason are less able to outguess the test. That is, LD students are less deficient in "test taking skills" than they are in reading ability. In order to address this question, a second experiment was designed, in which ability to read would be controlled for.
Although the conditions in this experiment could not parallel those of standardized test procedures, they did allow for an assessment of the extent to which differential scores are attributable to generally lower reading skills. 
Reading Comprehension Tests

Procedure
Students were informed by their teacher that they were about to take a reading test without reading the corresponding passages.
They were told to listen while the teacher read each item, and then answer the items. All students were given sufficient time to answer all questions.
Results and Discussion
The students in regular classrooms answered correctly 65% of the fourteen items, for a mean score of 9.14 (SD=1.8). The LD Taylor & Scruggs, 1983) . Whatever such tests are seen to measure, however, it is clear that: (a) it is not "reading An argument can be made that these comparisons are of trivial importance, since in standardized test administration, passages are not deleted; that all children in fact have equal access to passages which contain answers to reading comprehension questions.
Although this argument has a certain face validity, some problems remain.
First, since non-LD students can score so high on such items without reading the passages, the extent to which scores are a direct measure of "reading comprehension" seems uncertain.
Second, since nearly all such tests are timed, students with ,incomplete understanding of relevant passages but possessing an ability to "outguess" test questions under time constraints, clearly are at an advantage with respect to students not \ 12 possessing such an ability. In this case, differences in scores on reading comprehension tests may in fact reflect in part a bias toward students with superior ability to respond to specific cues in the test-taking situation.
As has been seen in the present experiments, LO students may well find themselves on the negative side of any such bias.
Two steps may be taken to help alleviate this potential source of bias. First, achievement tests should be revised so that reading comprehension tests directly assess comprehension of the provided passage. In fact, an informal review by the present authors of the major achievement tests indicates that many achievement test questions appear to be much l °ss "passage independent" since the work of Tuinman (1973 Tuinman ( -1974 and others of a decage ago. Second, it seems posiible that at least some of these "test-taking skills" can be trained, and that thi training may do much to correct this apparent disadvantage. The authors are at present investigating tne effectiveness of such training (Taylor & Scruggs, 1983) . Although such improved scores on tests may not necessarily reflect increased achievement, these scores could reflect more accurately achievement gains students have made, as evaluated by standardized achievement tests.
